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ONE-LEGGED HOMEOPATHY. 


By Dr. CLARKE. 


“IT do not say you cannot cure a case on clinical symptoms : what I say 
is, that if you do, you are not practising homeopathy.” — Dr. Hughes’ 
Speech at the Paris Congress .* 


A HOMEOPATHIC CURE ? 


ONE Sunday morning about a year ago an American 
lady brought her daughter, aged 14, to me, complaining of 
a severe pain in the left side. They had just arrived in 
London, having landed at Liverpool a day or two before, 
and the history of the case was this : During the voyage, 
as the patient lay in her berth she stretched over to reach 
something in the cabin, and was immediately seized with 
a violent stitching pain in the left side. It was thought 
at the time that the pain would soon go away, but it did 
not. And after landing, the pain persisted and grew 
rather worse, so that the plans of the family, which 
were to proceed to the Continent in a few days, were 
jeopardised. 

As it is always well to localise exactly a pain or an 
ailment whenever possible, I asked the patient to undress, 
and I found that the pain was not in the chest wall or 
abdominal muscles, as the history would rather suggest it 
to be, but was deep in—in the spleen, in fact. Moreover, 
percussion showed that the spleen was quite considerably 
enlarged. The pain was > by lying on the painful side. 

As it was Sunday and the pharmacies were likely to be 
closed, I put a powder of Ceanothus 30 on the patient’s 
tongue there and then, and gave her a prescription for 


* See Dr. Hughes’ letter with my appended note under “General 
Correspondence.” 
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the same medicine to be made up later on, with instruc- 
tions to come and report on the Tuesday following. She 
came in due course, and reported that in two hours from 
receiving the dose the pain had gone—before the prescrip- 
tion was made up. I again examined the side, and the 
splenic dulness had gone back to normal. 

Now according to my notions this was a homeopathic 
prescription and a homeopathic cure, and a pretty good 
specimen at that. But Ceanothus was an_ unproved 
remedy, and the symptoms I prescribed on were clinical 
symptoms, and therefore, according to Dr. Hughes’ dic- 
tum, I was “ not practising homeopathy.” But since 
then a strange thing has happened. Dr. Fahnestock 
has published a proving of Ceanothus, and lo ! Ceanothus 
produced in the proving very acute pains in the spleen. 
Therefore, if I had waited six months or so before giving 
my patient the dose, I should have made a quite correct 
Hughesian-homeopathic cure. 

Some years ago, after I had mentioned some cases at a 
meeting of the British Homeopathic Society, Dr. Hughes 
remarked to me privately as we sat together, that the 
symptoms on which the cures referred to had been made 


were clinical. “ Very likely,” I replied ; “ but what 
then ? ” “ Oh ! ” said Dr. Hughes, “ but wouldn’t you 
rather they had been produced in a proving ? ” “ Not 


‘6 


in the smallest degree,’ I replied, “ if they are good 
enough to cure with they are good enough for me. I 
have no prejudices in the matter.” 

If Dr. Hughes, in his speech at Paris, which I have 
quoted at the head of this article, had extended the last 
sentence by a clause, and had said that if you cure on 
clinical symptoms you are not practising homeopathy “ as 
understood by Dr. Hughes,’ I should have had no criticism 
to make. Every practitioner is entitled to apprehend and 
practise homeopathy as he likes and as he can. But Dr. 
Hughes did not qualify his statement thus, and there was 
all the air of an ex cathedrad pronouncement in the 
utterance ; and it is because this is liable to take in the 
unwary that I think it desirable to make these remarks. 


LIKE CAUSES LIKE—LIKE CURES LIKE. 


It must not be forgotten that the first part of Hahne- 
mann’s discovery was not that likes would cure likes, but 
that likes would cause likes. Hahnemann knew that 
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Cinchona would cure some cases of intermittent fever. 
The first step in his discovery was that Cinchona would 
not only cure, but would also cause symptoms of inter- 
mittent fever. With great labour he collected records 
of cures with many drugs from all medical literature, and 
comparing these with records of poisonings with the same 
drugs or provings made with them on himself and others, 
he found that they would produce the conditions and 
symptoms they cured. The second step was the inference 
that it would be possible to find out the unknown curative 
properties of drugs by the same process of testing on the 
healthy. Dr. Hughes would have us believe that the 
first part of Hahnemann’s discovery was no part of it at 
all, and that whilst it is true homeopathic doctrine to 
infer that a drug will cure a condition it has caused, it is 
heresy to infer that a drug would produce a symptom 
that it had undoubtedly cured. 

It seems to me that homeopathy would be a stupid, 
unpractical, one-legged affair if this were really the case. 
But it is nothing of the kind. Homeopathy has two legs 
to stand and walk upon—the clinical and the patho- 
genetic ; and they are as well balanced and necessary 
one to another as is a right limb and a left. Of course, 
it is quite optional for any homeopath to lop off one of his 
therapeutic legs and progress by hopping ;_ but it is not 
therefore necessary that others should believe that this is 
the proper method of progressing, and should cripple 
themselves in the same way for therapeutic self-righteous- 
ness’ sake. Influenced by Dr. Hughes’ writings, I was 
for a long time handicapped by a suspicion of Hahne- 
mann’s work on Chronic Diseases, because Hahnemann 
had included clinical symptoms therein. Experience, 
however, proved to me that the suspicion was groundless, 
and that Hahnemann was perfectly right in classing them 
as of equal importance and value with symptoms observed 
on provers. Nor is there need to apprehend that the 
materia medica will be overburdened with worthless 
symptoms in this way ; for it is only close observers and 
accurate prescribers who are able to recognise and 
define a new symptom when they encounter it. 


Dr. HUGHES AS A CRITIC OF HAHNEMANN. 


Perhaps one of the most valuable incidental effects of 
the Paris meeting was the clearness with which Dr. 
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Hughes’ ideas of materia medica were brought into 
view, and the points he has given for putting to the 
test his criticisms of Hahnemann and the materia 
medica. When I stated in my speech on Dr. Kraft’s 
paper on The Cyclopedia of Drug Pathogenesy, that Dr. 
Hughes seemed to think it possible to practice homeopathy 
without a schematised list of the symptoms of each 
remedy, I rather expected to hear him deprecate that 
crude way of putting the matter; though I knew that 
was the logical outcome of many of his utterances. I 
must confess that, well as I know Dr. Hughes’ way of 
looking at things, I was not prepared to hear him say 
that not only did he think it possible to practice without 
the Schema, but that he thought it a calamity that 
Hahnemann had put his symptoms into Schema form 
at all. 

And further, I understood him to say that he considered 
the Cyclopedia as a model of what the materia medica 
ought to be and to have been. 

Some of the members of the Congress did not seem 
very well acquainted with the term Schema ; and for the 
benefit of any such I may explain that it refers to the 
analytical arrangement of the symptoms of the provers 
under the headings, “ Mind,’ “ Head,” “ Eyes,” &c. Dr. 
Hughes thinks Hahnemann ought not to have arranged 
the symptoms in this way, but to have left them in the 
form of the daily records of the provers. All I can say 
to this is, Hahnemann had a better appreciation of the 
necessities of practice than to do any such thing. Dr. 
Hughes does not stop to ask whether a complicated 
symptom, or series of symptoms, occurring in a proving 
may be used in part as well as in whole. Not at all ! 
the idea of using them, or arranging them for use, 
independently is not “ according to Hughes,” and there- 
fore is tabooed. I have a different way of looking at 
things. It is no matter to me whether it is a Hahne- 
mann, a Hughes, or a Clarke who says a thing—an ipse 
dixit is a pure stupidity no matter who may utter it— 
the question that I want answered of every proposition 
iIS—DOES IT WORK ? When I come to the test of all tests— 
the choice of a medicine for a given patient—I know 
where I can find most practical help ; and that is in the 
arrangement of Hahnemann, and not in the arrangement 
of Hughes. 
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By a kind of benevolent condescension—which ought 
to have no place in scientific work—the compilers of the 
Cyclopedia, under Dr. Hughes’ direction, refrained from 
touching the Materia Medica Pura and the Chronic 
Diseases of Hahnemann. It seems to me that Dr. 
Hughes ought to have had the courage of his opinions 
and banished the Chronic Diseases neck and crop from the 
materia medica. As it is, the benevolent accepting of 
these symptoms of Hahnemann’s—the pious waiving of the 
use of the critical shears in the case of the master’s work— 
condemns Hughes and justifies Hahnemann. The critics 
simply cannot dispense with these symptoms, and Dr. 
Hughes’ attempt to damn them with faint praise recoils 
on his own head. For I must ask frankly, what right has 
Dr. Hughes to pose as a critic of Hahnemann or any one 
else, from the practical point of view ? I do not recognise 
any. His criticism appears to have no reference to the 
practical results of homeopathy : it is not a question of 
what cures or what does not. That has nothing whatever 
to do with it. The question of whether it is good 
homeopathy or not is decided by him on quite other 
grounds. His method rather reminds me of the 
method some dealers in works of fine art are said to 
adopt. When the authenticity of any great picture is 
in question, these critics can infallibly detect a copy 
from a genuine old master by examining the canvas on 
which the picture is painted. The picture itself is no 
concern of theirs. I do not profess to be an authority 
on pictures, but I own I prefer to take my impressions 
of them from the painted side of the canvas. 

With every possible desire and intention of being fair— 
and I do not think there ever was a fairer-minded critic 
than Dr. Hughes—with the canons and methods he adopts 
it is impossible that a fair judgment should be arrived at. 
And in one sense Dr. Hughes’ fair intentions have led 
him to be most unfair to his own side. His attitude from 
first to last has been one of appeal to allopaths, and in his 
endeavour to be quite fair to the latter he has given away 
everything that was at all portable belonging to homeo- 
pathy. 


PHARMACODYNAMICS. 


It will not be denied that the basis of Dr. Hughes’ 
reputation in homeopathy is his Pharmacodynamics. 
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In this work he gave a systematic résumé of homeopathic 
remedies such as had not previously existed ; and in spite 
of the pedantic flavour about its title, and the distressingly 
pedantic form in which it originally appeared, the work 
at once took a leading place in homeopathic literature. 
It is important to remember that the work was originally 
cast in the form of a series of letters to “ My Dear —,” 
“ ——” being an imaginary allopathic doctor whom the 
author was supposed to be trying to convert. From the 
tyranny of this allopathic Frankenstein of his own raising 
Dr. Hughes has never been able to escape. His endeavour 
was, and apparently still is, to put homeopathy in such a 
shape that no allopath can possibly cavil at it. He wants 
to be able to say, “ this drug has caused fever, this pneu- 
monia, this such and such a symptom, and every one of 
them has cured its like ; ” and if “ My dear——” comes 
along and suggests that one of the three has not really 
caused the condition or symptom but has only cured it, 
that the drug has never been proved and that the cure 
was based on clinical symptoms, Dr. Hughes is ready to 
exclaim, “ Good gracious, my dear——, you are quite 
right ; the cure in that particular instance wasn’t homeo- 
pathy at all ! ” But in spite of Dr. Hughes’ anxiety to 
make all conceivable concessions to allopathy, his Phar- 
macodynamics (which somebody once wittily described as 
“Homeopathic milk for Allopathic babes ”) has held 
the field against all rivals, simply because of the ex- 
cellence of the arrangement of his matter. Farrington’s 
Clinical Materia Medica, a work of much greater thera- 
peutic insight, cannot be compared with Dr. Hughes’ 
work in point of arrangement. Farrington’s medicines 
are so intricately mixed up with one another that a reader 
must search from one end of the book to the other in 
order to find all he has to tell about any one of them. 

But after all, the Pharmacodynamics is not a materia 
medica. It is a most convenient and _ systematic 
arrangement of Therapeutic Bits ; but to make a materia 
medica something more is required. No one knows this 
better than Dr. Hughes, hence his further great under- 
taking, the editing of the Cyclopedia of Drug Pathogenesy, 
and the compiling of an J/ndex thereto. In these two 
works he has given us his idea of what a practical homeo- 
pathic materia medica ought to be, and of such an one 
as no allopath can decently object to. In _ providing 
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these works Dr. Hughes has done all that can be required 
of any man to do ;_ he has put his ideas into concrete, 
tangible shape ; and this is of much more value than all 
the academic criticism he has expended on plans differing 
from his own. 

Hahnemann’s idea, as we have seen, was something 
very different. It was not enough for Hahnemann that 
symptoms should be recorded in the diary form of the day- 
books of the provers ; it was necessary that the symptoms 
of each remedy should be analysed and cast into the form 
of the anatomical Schema, so that any symptom of a 
given remedy might be found at any moment. And it 
was not necessary, according to Hahnemann, that the 
symptom-list should be confined to caused symptoms 
cured symptoms were no less deserving of a place. 


PRACTICE THE ONLY TEST. 


The question is essentially a practical one and need not 
be laboured further. It may possibly have an academical 
side, but I am only concerned with its bearing on 
practice. In practice I find Hahnemann’s plan convenient 
and workable, and I find the Cyclopedia and its Index 
neither the one nor the other. Hence I follow Hahne- 
mann in the work I am compiling, and I am quite con- 
tent to let the practical test decide the issue. But it 
was desirable that the issue should be clearly put, and I 
am glad that the International Congress at Paris provided 
the opportunity. And whilst I cannot accept the one- 
legged homeopathy that Dr. Hughes seems to wish to pro- 
vide us with, I can very heartily join in the vote of thanks 
accorded him for giving us the Cyclopedia. As a hand- 
book for practice I do not find it of any use, but as a 
work of reference there is probably no one who finds it 
of greater utility than myself. 


